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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including tine fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 

1 1/25/2008 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-13, 15-21 and 23-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ramesh et al. (US 5,763,095, hereinafter "Ramesh") in view of 
Edwards et al. (US 2002/0034622, here in after "Edwards"). 

In regards to claim 1, Ramesh discloses a multilayer film having a combination of 
relatively low oxygen transmission and relatively high carbon dioxide transmission (col. 
1 lines 5-8). The structures contain layers that comprise EVOH and CPA-3 (col. 13 
example 9). CPA-3 refers to a nylon 6.6/6,9/6! terpolymer (col. 7 lines 37-30), where 
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the terpolymer comprises hexametliylene amide (col. 4 lines 5-6), which corresponds to 
applicants "multipolyamide" comprising component I as the 6,6, component II as the 6,9 
and.or 6,10 and component III as the 61. The preferred terpolymers include 66/69/61, 
where 1 refers to isophthalic acid mer, 66/69/6T, 66/610/61, and 66/61 0/6T (cols. 3-4 
line 67 and lines 1-4). 

In regards to claim 2, Ramesh discloses a multilayer film comprising of a 
terpolymer that comprises 10-60% by weight hexamethylene adipamide, 10-60% by 
weight polyamide mer and 10-60% by weight hexamethylene isophthalamide mer (col. 4 
lines 4-7). The examiner notes that the instant claims are in mol%, however, the 
compounds are comparatively the same and the conversion between percent by weight 
and mol% would be comparatively the same. The ranges of Ramesh are within the 
majority of the broad range in the applicants claim. 

In regards to claims 3-4, Ramesh discloses that it is preferred the terpolymer in 
the multilayer filme comprises 20-50% by weigh hexamethylene adipamide mer, 20- 
50% by weight polyamide mer, and 10-40% by weight hexamethylene isophthalamide 
mer (col. 4 lines 8-1 1 ). These ranges are within the majority of the broad range of the 
applicant. 

In regards to claims 5, 24 and 25, Ramesh discloses that the EVOH used in the 
multilayer film is an ethylene vinyl alcohol copolymer having 44-mole percent ethylene 
(col. 8 lines 5-6). 

In regards to claims 6-7, Ramesh discloses that the nylon copolymer may be 
blended with another oxygen barrier resin such as ethylene vinyl alcohol copolymer 
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(EVOH) in order to acliieve a desired set of properties (col. 5 lines 1-5). The blends can 
range from 1-99% of the partially aromatic nylon and 99-1% of the second material, 
more preferably 25-75% of the partially aromatic nylon and 75-25% of the second 
material (col. 5 lines 41-44). 

In regards to claim 11, Ramesh discloses a film that contains and EVOH and 
nylon copolymer-containing layer that lowers the oxygen transmission rate of the total 
film structure (col. 5 lines 10-14). The film contains an oxygen gas barrier layer with at 
least 2 outer layers (col. 13 example 9). 

In regards to claim 12, Ramesh discloses that a tie layer is provided between 
said nylon copolymer layers and said further polymeric layer. The adhesive layer 
comprises a modified polyolefin capable of adhering to each of said nylon copolymer 
layer and said further polymeric layer (col. 20 claim 14). The coupling agent layer in the 
applicants claim is preferably a modified polyolefin (pg. 6 lines 13-15). Thus, the 
adhesive layer is comparatively the same as the coupling agent layer, because of the 
use of a polyolefin in both Ramesh and the applicant. 

In regards to claim 13, Ramesh discloses that the tie layers of the film comprise 
modified polyamides and modified polyolefins (col. 6 lines 63-65). The modified 
polyamides refer to polymers having anhydride functionality grafted onto (col. 3 lines 33- 
36). A specific example is "modified ethylene vinyl acetate copolymer" (col. 3 lines 29- 
30). The polyolefin is LLDPE (col. 2 lines 43-46). 

In regards to claim 15, Ramesh discloses that the film is stretched either in a 
longitudinal direction, a transverse direction, or both (col. 1 lines 42-55). 
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In regards to claim 16, Ramesh discloses that the film is partially or completely 
cross linked (col. 6 lines 4-5). 

In regards to claim 17, Ramesh discloses that the film is to incorporate a shrink 
feature (col. 1 lines 48-49). 

In regards to claim 18, Ramesh discloses that the film material is suitable for 
using in packaging oxygen sensitive products which emit carbon dioxide gas, such as 
high gassing cheeses (abstract). 

In regards to claim 19 and 21 , Ramesh discloses that it is common in the 
packaging of high gassing chesses to package the cheese product in a film, cure the 
cheese, and then store the cheese, prior to purchase by the consumer (col. 4 lines 30- 
35). Thus, the process of curing the cheese after packaging implies that the cheese is 
still ripening. 

In regards to claim 20, Ramesh discloses that the film material is used to 
package cheese (abstract). It would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that 
cheese can be either semi-hard or hard. 

In regards to claim 26, Ramesh discloses that the outer nylon layers are heat 
sealable (col. 20 lines 57-58). 

Ramesh is silent with regards to the use of the mixture of EVA and LLDPE and 
the packaging film being a pouch. 

In regards to claims 9-10, Ramesh discloses the nylon copolymer of the film 
material of the present invention may be blended with other polymer material in order to 
achieve or optimize one or more desired film properties (col. 5 lines 33-36). The 
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specific resins tliat may be employed include etiiylene, propylene and butane 
homopolymers and copolymers, both heterogeneously and homogenously catalyzed 
(col. 6 lines 35-38). A layer of EVA-2 and HDPE is used in the multilayer structure (col. 
13 example 9). It would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide a layer, 
which comprises EVA and LLDPE to produce a more flexible multilayer film material 
than that when HDPE is used in the film. 

In regards to claim 23, Ramesh discloses a packaging film (col. 1 line 5). The 
packaging film is used to allow cheese to ripen over time before sold to the consumer. 
The nylon layers are heat sealable (col. 20 lines 57-58). It would be obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention that the packaging film is heat 
sealable, thus would be able to form closed sides to form a pouch structure. Also, a 
pouch is a conventional packaging method. 

Ramesh Is silent with regards to the exact percentages claimed by applicant of 
the blend of the polyamide and EVOH. 

Edwards discloses a package for foodstuffs that produce gas, particularly CO2 
respiring foodstuffs, especially cheeses [0002]. The invention is a multilayer film having 
a high carbon dioxide permeability and relatively low oxygen permeability which is 
controlled by a thin core layer [0038]. The core layer is a blend of EVOH and nylon 
[0041]. The core layer comprises a blend of about 30-80 wt% of ethylene vinyl alcohol 
copolymer and about 20-70 wt% nylon [0047]. The ethylene content of the EVOH is 
about 39 mol% or higher [0047]. The core layer when used for a low CO2 permeability 
application will generally have a greater amount of EVOH and lesser amounts of nylon 
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to produce a film having a low CO2 gas transmitting rate, particularly when using an 
EVOH copolymer having an ethylene content of about 48 mor/o [0055]. The appropriate 
blend proportions to achieve the desired level of gas permeability may be determined in 
view of the present specification without undue experimentation [0055]. 

The proportions of blending of the EVOH and nylon can be determined by routine 
experimentation as stated by Edwards. Thus, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art that the proportions in which the EVOH and nylon are blended to form the core 
layer of the packaging film of Edwards can used for the oxygen barrier layer of Ramesh 
to form a package that desires to have a low CO2 gas transmitting rate, such as cheese 
packaging. 

4. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ramesh 
et al. (US 5,763,095, hereinafter "Ramesh") in view of Edwards et al. (US 
2002/0034622, here in after "Edwards") in view of Vadhar (US 6,333,061 ). 

In regards to claim 14, the combination of Ramesh and Edwards discloses the 
packaging film as discussed in the previous section. The combination is silent with 
regards to a colored coupling agent layer. Vadhar discloses a multilayer film suitable for 
packaging that contains a tie layer with a polymeric adhesive, an anhydride grafted 
polyolefins blend, a coloring agent, LDPE and EVA (table 9). It would be obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to use the coloring agent tie layer in Vadhar with the multilayer 
film of the combination of Ramesh and Edward to form a colored package that could be 
used for marketing strategies. 
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Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments witli respect to claims 1-26 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

The applicant argues that Ramesh does not disclose an oxygen barrier layer that 
contains the amount of EVOH and nylon as presented by the applicant. The new 
rejection discloses that it is routine knowledge to blend the EVOH and nylon in various 
amounts depending on the desired level of gas permeability to be achieved. 

6. The 35 U.S.C 112, first paragraph rejection of claims 6 and 7 has been 
withdrawn. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ELLEN S. WOOD whose telephone number is (571 )270- 
3450. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 730-5 with every other Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Carol Chaney can be reached on (571)272-1284. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



ID. Lawrence Tarazano/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1794 



